United States Patent and Trademark Office 



w 



Commissioner for Patents 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Washington, D.C. 20Z3I 



Paper No. 25 

PILLSBURY WINTHROP, LLP 
P.O. BOX 10500 
MCLEAN VA 22102 

COPY MAILED 

SEP 0 4 2002 

In re Application of OFFICE OF PETITIONS 

Hanna et al. : 

Application No. 09/435,992 : DECISION DISMISSING 

Filed: 8 November, 1999 : PETITION 

Attorney's Docket No. 012712-721 : 

This is a decision on the paper filed on 8 July, 2002, which is 
treated as a petition requesting that the above-identified 
application be amended to include six (6) sheets of drawings 
containing Figures 1, 2a-b, 3a-b, and 4. 



The petition is dismissed . 



The application was filed on 8 November, 1999. On 10 July, 2002, 
a final Office action was mailed, setting a three (3) month 
shortened statutory period for reply. 

On 22 April, 2002, an amendment was filed, accompanied by six (6) 
sheets of drawings. On 8 July, 2002, the present petition was 
filed, accompanied by a duplicate copy of the drawings. 
Petitioners state, via the declaration of joint inventor 
Hariharan, that the drawings are described in the specification 
of the present patent application, and that the drawings "are the 
identical figures, the results of which are described in [the 
present patent application]." 

At the outset, the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (Office) file 
is the official record of the papers originally filed in this 
application. A review of the papers originally filed reveals 
that no sheets of drawings were filed on 8 November, 1999, since 
no such sheets of drawings are present among the application 
papers received on that date. An applicant alleging that a paper 
was filed in the Office and later misplaced has the burden of 
proving the allegation by a preponderance of the evidence. The 
fact that petitioner believes the page was among the papers he 
included in the application is not more persuasive than the 
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